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Abstract 
 A fundamental principle of attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980) is that 
people regulate distress in threatening situations by seeking proximity to others. The current 
research examines the way in which attachment styles predict individual differences in 
behavioral strategies in threatening contexts. Study 1 (N = 179) explores the extent to which 
attachment-related behaviors manifest in a naturalistic and frightening setting. Study 2 (N = 206 
couples) tests alternative perspectives on how attachment behavior is regulated in threatening 
and non-threatening situations. Results suggest that avoidant people engage in deactivating 
strategies in threatening conditions. Specifically, avoidance was unrelated to attachment behavior 
in benign situations, but negatively related to attachment behavior in frightening situations. 
These findings have implications for the understanding of attachment-related processes and how 
working models of the self and others facilitate the expression of attachment behavior.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
It is not uncommon to see people congregate together in times of crisis. In particular, one 
often sees an outpouring of solidarity and camaraderie in the aftermath of catastrophes, such as 
in the event of natural disasters (e.g., Rodríguez, Trainor, & Quarantelli, 2006), mass shootings 
(e.g., Mancini, Littleton, & Grills, 2015), and terrorist attacks (e.g., Foner, 2005). Given the 
devastating and widespread consequences of these events, a large body of research has studied 
the dynamics of social bonding after distressing events (e.g., Bastian, Jetten, & Ferris, 2014; 
Turner & Wainwright, 2003; Vezzali, Drury, Versari, & Cadamuro, 2016). 
But why do painful or distressing situations lead people to seek out others? One 
conceptual framework for understanding this phenomenon is attachment theory. According to 
attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980), the experience of fear plays a central role 
in motivating people to turn to a loved one for protection and comfort. Thus, proximity-seeking 
behavior is typically considered to be a behavioral strategy for regulating distress. However, 
there are individual differences in the extent to which people seek out others for support. For 
example, some people may doubt the value of obtaining help from others in times of need and 
may feel uncomfortable relying on others. These people, termed “avoidantly attached” in the 
attachment literature, often depend on alternative behavioral strategies, such as exhibiting less 
proximity-seeking behavior or withdrawing from others. The present studies seek to understand 
how individual differences in attachment are related to the expression of attachment-related 
behaviors in the presence of a threat.  
We begin with an overview of the key principles of attachment theory and the application 
of the theoretical framework in adulthood. We then discuss the factors that have the potential to 
drive people to seek proximity to others. Following this review of the literature, we present two 
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studies designed to investigate the way in which adult attachment predicts behavioral strategies 
of affect regulation. In Study 1, we examined the attachment behavior of people in a naturalistic 
and frightening context. Study 2 adjudicates between three theoretical perspectives with regards 
to the conditions in which avoidance manifests as attachment behavior. Together, these studies 
advance our understanding of the attachment-related processes that govern the way in which 
people behave in threatening situations. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Bowlby (1969/1982, 1973, 1980) developed attachment theory as a framework for 
explaining the adaptive function of parent-child bonds after observing the adverse social and 
cognitive outcomes of early maternal deprivation. Attachment theory postulates that the presence 
of a threat activates the attachment behavioral system--a motivational system that compels 
infants to turn to an attachment figure for comfort and protection in dangerous contexts 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007/2016, 2009). By seeking closer proximity to a responsive 
attachment figure, infants are able to more effectively regain an emotional sense of safety or “felt 
security” in threatening situations (Sroufe & Waters, 1977). These attachment-related processes 
and the subsequent expression of proximity-seeking behaviors increase an infant’s likelihood of 
survival to a reproductive age.  
However, some behavioral strategies may be more effective than others in regulating 
distress, depending on the responsiveness of the attachment figure. Ainsworth and her colleagues 
(1978) examined these individual differences in children’s regulatory behaviors by means of the 
Strange Situation procedure, a laboratory paradigm during which children and their caregivers 
undergo a series of brief separation and reunion phases. Based on their observations, most 
children freely explored their surrounding environment with the assurance that their caregivers 
were easily accessible as a haven of safety should a threat arise. Moreover, these children were 
likely to engage in proximity-seeking behaviors in response to the separation phase and were 
quickly comforted upon reuniting with their caregiver. Ainsworth et al. classified these children 
as secure with respect to their attachment. Other children who were insecurely attached (i.e., 
avoidant or anxious) appeared to engage in alternative defensive strategies of affect regulation to 
cope with threatening situations. Children who were avoidantly attached often exhibited 
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deactivating strategies that emphasized self-reliance and independence, such as ignoring their 
caregivers or appearing apathetic to their caregivers’ departure and return. In contrast, anxiously 
attached children expressed intense distress and agitation during the separation phase, but did not 
appear to be comforted when reunited with their caregiver.   
Bowlby (1969) theorized that the individual differences in attachment-related behaviors 
occur because children tend to engage in regulatory strategies that reflect, in part, their 
interpersonal histories with attachment figures. Specifically, Bowlby believed that early 
experiences with caregivers lead children to form mental representations, or internal working 
models, that organize expectations of the self and others and help to guide future behavior in 
social interactions. Secure children are presumed to have more sensitive and responsive 
caregivers, such that the children are generally confident of their attachment figures’ willingness 
to provide emotional support and protection. This may lead secure children to more readily seek 
out their attachment figures as a base of security to regulate distress. In contrast, Bowlby 
theorized that insecure children are more likely than secure children to have attachment figures 
that are unreliable or inaccessible. These children may, therefore, opt to use secondary strategies 
to achieve felt security (e.g., intense protest, deactivating strategies). Several empirical studies 
have found an association between parental responsiveness and the quality of the parent-child 
attachment (Belsky, Rovine, & Taylor, 1984; Egeland & Farber, 1984; van IJzendoorn, 
Goldberg, Kroonenberg, & Frenkel, 1992). Moreover, these findings have been replicated in 
parent-child dyads across a number of cultures (e.g., Grossmann, Grossmann, Spangler, Suess, & 
Unzner, 1985; van IJzendoorn & Kroonenberg; 1988; Sagi et al., 1985; Takahashi, 1986). 
Attachment in Adulthood 
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Although attachment theory was originally developed to explain the relationship between 
children and their caregivers, Bowlby (1979) believed that attachment processes continue to 
operate in similar ways across the lifespan. Based on this assumption, Hazan and Shaver (1987) 
extended attachment theory to adulthood as a framework for understanding the organization of 
attachment behavior in the context of adult relationships. In the decades following their seminal 
study, an emerging body of literature has established that there are close parallels in the ways in 
which adults organize attachment-related thoughts, feelings, and behaviors (i.e., attachment 
styles) and individual differences in parent-child attachment patterns. That is, similar to the way 
in which children seek out their caregivers, adults also tend to become distressed when separated 
from their primary attachment figures (e.g., spouses) and often seek them out in times of need 
(e.g., Fraley & Shaver, 1998; Simpson & Rholes, 1994; Simpson, Rholes, Oriña, and Grich, 
2002). Moreover, research suggests that individual differences in adult attachment styles are 
associated with a wide spectrum of outcomes related to interpersonal functioning, coping skills, 
and psychological well-being (for a review, see Mikulincer and Shaver, 2007).   
Threats to the Attachment System 
How does the attachment system function when people are faced with a threat? In 
Mikulincer and Shaver’s (2007/2016) model outlining the dynamics of the attachment system, 
they identified the first component as being responsible for the monitoring and appraisal of 
threatening situations. A number of studies in the adult attachment literature have explored 
several sources of threats. For example, Hunter and Maunder (2001) discuss a model in which 
the attachment system is activated by illness, as well as how patients’ attachment behaviors may 
manifest in health-related settings. In addition, Mikulincer, Florian, and Tolmacz (1990) 
examined the fear of personal death as a threat to the attachment system. Results from their study 
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suggested that insecure people showed a stronger fear of death at a lower level of awareness than 
secure people. 
Other researchers have examined an array of interpersonal situations that are theoretically 
linked to the activation of the attachment behavioral system. In a naturalistic study of romantic 
couples at an airport, Fraley and Shaver (1998) observed that partners’ attachment behaviors 
were most pronounced and varied when the partners were about to separate for a flight departure, 
compared to those who were travelling together. Furthermore, Birnbaum, Orr, Mikulincer, and 
Florian (1997) found that among people who were experiencing a divorce, those who were 
insecurely attached tended to appraise the loss of an attachment figure in more threatening terms 
and were more likely to use ineffective or maladaptive ways of coping compared to secure 
people.  
In essence, there are a considerable number of studies that address the role of various 
attachment-related threats, such as those that concern internal conditions (e.g., illness, fear of 
death) and interpersonal relationships (e.g., separation or loss of an attachment figure). 
According to Bowlby (1973), a large proportion of situations that activate the attachment system 
are derivatives of “natural clues to danger” (p. 85)--stimuli that are considered to be inherently 
harmless in themselves, but elicit powerful instinctive responses and often signal an increased 
risk of danger (see also Ainsworth et al., 1978). These natural clues include being alone, 
strangeness, darkness, loud noises, rapid approach, pain, height, and sudden changes in 
stimulation. Natural clues frequently occur together in “compound situation” (p. 134), in which 
two or more natural clues to danger are present together. In such cases, people tend to experience 
heightened distress relative to conditions in which only one natural clue is present (e.g., hearing a 
sudden loud noise with a companion vs. when alone). Moreover, people are prone to singling out 
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an element of the compound situation, or to misattribute their source of distress as something 
other than the natural clue. A common scenario that illustrates this idea is one in which a person 
is alone on a dark night and hears strange noises in the house. In this situation, three natural clues 
to danger may contribute to the person’s distress: Being alone, being in the dark, and hearing the 
mysterious sounds. However, it is likely that the person may only identify the strange noises as 
the source of their alarm, and from there, interpret their unease as a fear of home invaders, axe 
murderers, or even supernatural beings. Therefore, perceptions of threats are susceptible to grave 
misinterpretation without a clear understanding of natural clues to danger. Although these natural 
clues are mechanisms that form the primitive groundwork upon which more cultivated fears 
arise, natural clues have been largely overlooked in the attachment literature. In particular, it is 
not well understood how natural clues--and the combination of natural clues in compound 
situations--are linked with the ways in which people may vary in response to threats. Thus, by 
studying these natural clues and the way in which people respond to them, it may be possible to 
shine light onto the more complex fears of modern humans.  
There are a handful of studies that have indirectly studied the expression of attachment 
behavior when confronted with natural clues to danger and compound situations, including a 
study by Simpson, Rholes, and Nelligan (1992), for which the researchers implied that the 
participants would be experiencing an ambiguous and stressful situation by walking them past a 
darkened and windowless room containing physiological equipment. Results indicated that 
avoidant women were less likely than secure women to seek out their partner for support when 
they were higher in anxiety with regards to the stressful situation. However, the nature of the 
stimuli in Simpson et al.’s study were intentionally left vague, such that the researchers could 
elicit anxiety without further disclosing details about the stressful procedure. In this way, 
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participants were prompted to feel a sense of anticipatory dread towards an imagined event, 
which limits the inferences that can be made with regards to attachment processes that may occur 
when people are truly exposed to natural clues to danger. 
Another study by Ein-Dor, Mikulincer, and Shaver (2011) employed stimuli that are 
related to natural clues to danger. Namely, Ein-Dor and colleagues simulated a threatening 
laboratory situation in which a group of participants were left in a room with a computer that 
appeared to have caught fire. However, although the stimuli has characteristics that reflect 
natural clues to danger, Ein-Dor et al. were interested in assessing the benefits of group 
heterogeneity in terms of attachment styles. Therefore, participant groups were composed of 
acquaintances or strangers. As such, Ein-Dor et al.’s study does not offer any inferences about 
how people engage in behavioral regulation strategies in the presence of a potential attachment 
figure. 
The overarching goal of the current research is to investigate the way in which the 
attachment system functions when people are faced with primitive “natural clues to danger.” 
Specifically, Study 1 examines the natural behavioral dynamics of people in a frightening 
environment. Study 2 addresses the particular conditions under which attachment styles are 
manifested in attachment-related behavior. Together, these studies are designed to provide a 
clearer understanding of the way in which attachment styles organize the expression of 
attachment behavior in the presence of a primal threat. 
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CHAPTER 3: STUDY 1 
 
“Even a sophisticated adult is likely to experience fear in a compound situation [in which two or 
more natural clues are simultaneously present], such as being alone in an unfamiliar environment 
in which illumination is suddenly reduced and strange noises are heard.” – Ainsworth et al. 
(1978, p. 19). 
 
To examine “natural clues to danger” (e.g., darkness, sudden loud noises), we sought to 
identify a relatively naturalistic setting that would pose a sufficient threat to the attachment 
system. After some deliberation, we elected to conduct the first study in a context that was 
manufactured to be frightening for entertainment purposes. That is, in Study 1, we observed 
participants’ attachment-related behaviors at the “most intense haunted house” in Central Illinois 
(Roberts, 2015). Participant video recordings from the haunted house attraction were coded for 
attachment behavior, and the association between attachment styles and attachment behavior 
were examined.  
With regards to Study 1, it is important to note that modern attachment scholars have 
delineated individual differences in adult attachment as regions in a two-dimensional space 
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). People who are high in the 
first dimension, attachment-related anxiety, often worry that an attachment figure will reject or 
abandon them in times of need. Those who are high in the second dimension, attachment-related 
avoidance, tend to be uncomfortable with depending others or having others rely on them for 
emotional needs. Low levels of both attachment dimensions are an indication of attachment 
security. Moreover, each of the two dimensions uniquely contribute to the regulation of affect 
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and behavior, such that the dimension of anxiety corresponds to the subjective appraisal and 
experience of distress in response to a threat, whereas avoidance is primarily concerned with the 
regulation of behavioral strategies under threatening circumstances (Fraley & Shaver, 2000; 
Fraley & Spieker, 2003; for a complementary perspective, see Pietromonaco & Feldman Barrett, 
2000). Because attachment avoidance is theoretically related to the regulation of behavioral 
strategies when faced with a threat, the primary hypothesis is that avoidance will be significantly 
associated with the expression of attachment behavior. 
3.1 METHOD 
Procedure. Participants were recruited outside of The Haunt at Bonesaw Mill, a haunted 
house entertainment venue in the local area. To unobtrusively capture the behavior of 
participants, three battery-powered trail cameras manufactured by Bushnell with night vision and 
motion detection capabilities were mounted inside various rooms of the haunted house. These 
trail cameras captured 15 seconds of footage when the motion detector is set off. The first author 
performed as a scare actor inside the haunted house while a team of research assistants 
administered the questionnaire to participants on electronic tablets in close proximity to the 
ticketing booth. After participants completed the questionnaire, the research assistants obtained 
the participants’ permission to take a picture for later identification of their video recordings. 
Participants. Questionnaire data were obtained from 252 participants. We analyzed a 
subsample (n =179; 108 women) for whom we were able to match their questionnaire data to 
video recordings from within the haunted house. Participants’ average age was approximately 25 
years old (SD = 8.10) with a majority of sample reporting their ethnicities as Caucasian/White 
(74%), Asian (13%), Hispanic/Latino (6%), or Black/African-American (3%). 
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Measures. The questionnaire consisted of demographic items (e.g., age, gender, 
ethnicity) and a global self-report measure of attachment from the Experiences in Close 
Relationship - Relationship Structures (ECR-RS; Fraley, Heffernan, Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 
2001). The response options for the ECR-RS were on a Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Alpha coefficients for the attachment scores were .71 and .87 for 
avoidance and attachment, respectively.  
Behavioral Coding. The standardized coding system used for rating participant video 
recordings was adapted in part from Ainsworth et al.’s (1987) Strange Situation procedure. The 
Strange Situation is often coded with respect to four categories: Proximity Seeking, Contact 
Maintenance, Avoidance, and Contact Resistance. Thus, we included similar behavioral 
categories in our coding system. Because pilot participants for Study 2 were run concurrently 
with the present study, further calibrations of the coding system were made after observing pilot 
participant videos from Study 2. Two independent coders rated the video recordings for several 
behaviors, including the initiation of physical contact and emotional proximity seeking (e.g., 
physically holding or talking to others); contact maintenance (i.e., effort made to remain in 
physical contact with others); fear response (e.g., closed eyes, disjointed movements, fleeing); 
physical withdrawal (i.e., avoidance of physical proximity or contact); psychological distancing 
(i.e., avoidance of conversing, laughing with, or otherwise emotionally interacting with their 
partner); and contact resistance (i.e., resistant behavior that is often marked by anger or 
aggression). The video clips were viewed without sound (to reduce potential bias from the 
experimental condition) and the coders rated each category using binary responses (0 = behavior 
was absent; 1 = behavior was present). Further descriptions of the coding categories are available 
in the online supplementary materials (osf.io/u7x83).  
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Although the trail cameras had been selected for the purpose of capturing rapid 
movements in low lighting conditions, the constant triggering of the motion detector over several 
hours caused the camera to overheat and the batteries to quickly drain before the end of a few 
data collection nights. Thus, we were not able to match all the participants to their video 
recordings. Moreover, the coders encountered various difficulties while rating behaviors, 
including low-quality videos, videos that cut off as the next group was entering the room, and 
poor camera angles. These limitations are further discussed in the summary of Study 1. Despite 
these technological difficulties, the interrater reliability (IRR) between the two coders was high 
(.90).  
3.2 RESULTS 
 All Study 1 analyses were conducted in R (R Core Team, 2018) with the psych (Revelle, 
2018) and lme4 package (Bates, Maechler, Bolker, & Walker, 2015).  
Behavioral Observations. Table 1 describes a sample of various behaviors exhibited by 
the participants in the haunted house attraction. Participants engaged in a wide range of 
responses to being in a frightening environment. Some participants responded in fearful ways, 
such as hiding behind a group member, covering their faces with their hair, or clenching their 
hands in front of their faces. Others laughed at the scare actor’s attempts to frighten them, made 
friendly conversation with her, or showed interest in her haunted doll prop. See Figure 1 for 
pictures depicting a small sample of behaviors shown by participants in the haunted house. 
Overall, many of participants engaged in proximity-seeking behavior and contact maintenance. 
However, participants did not engage in physical withdrawal, psychological distancing, or 
contact resistance. Therefore, these behavioral categories were not considered in further 
analyses. 
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Table 1 
Sample of Behaviors Exhibited by Participants in Study 1 
Staring blankly at scare actor   
Overly exaggerated fear response 
 Head lowered, hair covering face 
 Attempting to kiss scare actor 
 Eyes wide, leaning back and stumbling 
 Forcefully clutching others 
 Blocking ears, closing eyes 
 Using expletive words 
 Using others as shield, pushed others towards actor 
Running through the room without pause 
 Huddling and moving together as one group 
Linking hands and forming a line 
 Asking to hold actor's doll prop 
 Trying to scare the actor back 
 Using other people's hands to cover face 
Refusing to be the first person to enter the room 
Sudden disjointed movements 
 Shrugging away or ducking from the actor 
Laughing at the actor 
 Running away in the wrong direction   
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Figure 1 
Snapshots of Sample Behaviors Exhibited by Participants in Study 1 
 
 Primary analyses. A maximum likelihood exploratory factor analysis with Varimax 
rotation was run on the coded data to reduce the number of outcome variables. A visual 
inspection of the scree plot indicated that either a one-factor solution would be most appropriate 
for the data (eigenvalues = 1.58, 1.08, .87, .82, and .64). Thus, items with factor loadings above 
.30 were retained and manually averaged together to create a composite for a single dependent 
variable of attachment behavior. See Table 2 for factor loadings with a one-factor solution. Table 
3 reports the descriptive statistics and correlations across all the study variables. For a 
supplementary correlation matrix and descriptive statistics of the behavioral coding categories, 
see Table 4.  
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Table 2 
Factor Loadings for Coding Categories in Study 1 
 Factor 1 
Contact Maintenance .70 
Fear Response .38 
Physical Proximity Seeking .31 
Physical Proximity Seeking - Initiated .30 
Emotional Proximity Seeking .21 
 
Table 3 
Zero-order Correlations Between Study 1 Variables  
 1 2 3 4 
1. Avoidance -    
2. Anxiety .10 -   
3. Attachment Behavior -.03 .07 -  
4. Age .03 -.19* -.28* - 
Mean  3.29 3.80 .44 25.53 
SD 1.18 1.83 .25 8.10 
 
Table 4  
Descriptive Statistics and Zero-order Correlations Between Study 1 Behavioral Coding 
Categories  
 
 
 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Physical Proximity 
Seeking 
-     
2. Physical Proximity 
Seeking - Initiated 
.14 -    
3. Emotional Proximity 
Seeking 
.03 -.07 -   
4. Contact Maintenance .19* .22* .19* -  
5. Fear Response .18* .12 .06 .26* - 
Mean .76 .68 .28 .07 .42 
SD .39 .46 .37 .22 .44 
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The data were then analyzed using a multiple regression model with the composite 
variable of attachment behavior regressed on avoidance and anxiety. Both predictor variables 
were standardized prior to the analysis. Results for both models were unexpected: There were no 
significant associations between the attachment dimensions and attachment behavior. See Table 
5 for results from the multiple regression analyses. 
Table 5 
Parameter Estimates for Attachment Behavior as a Function of Avoidance and Anxiety (Study 1) 
  β S.E. df t p 95% CI 
Intercept 0.44  0.02 175 22.87 <0.001 0.40, 0.48 
Avoidance -0.004 0.02 175 -0.20 0.84 -0.04, 0.04 
Anxiety 0.02 0.02 175 0.97 0.34 -0.02, 0.06 
 
Secondary Analyses. Because age was significantly correlated with attachment anxiety 
(r = -.19), a separate model was conducted with age included as a covariate. The results of this 
model after including the age covariate were consistent with the results from the previous model. 
In addition, because fear behavior and attachment behavior often are activated at the same time 
by similar events (Ainsworth et al., 1978), we conducted further regression analyses to predict 
fear behavior and to control for fear responses when predicting attachment behavior. The results 
from these analyses generally remained consistent with the results from the original model. See 
Table 6 for all secondary regression analyses. 
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Table 6 
Parameter Estimates for Secondary Regression Analyses (Study 1) 
  β S.E. df t p 95% CI 
Model with age covariate       
Intercept 0.66 0.06 172 10.58 <0.001 0.54, 0.78 
Avoidance -0.001 0.02 172 -0.05 0.96 -0.04, 0.04 
Anxiety 0.01 0.02 172 0.31 0.76 -0.03, 0.05 
Age -0.01 0.002 172 -3.74 <0.001 -0.01, -0.01 
Fear response only 
      Intercept 0.42  0.03 175 12.75 <0.001 0.36, 0.48 
Avoidance 0.02 0.03 175 0.63 0.53 -0.04, 0.04 
Anxiety 0.002 0.03 175 0.10 0.95 -0.03, 0.05 
Attachment behavior 
without fear response 
      Intercept 0.44 0.02 175 22.22 <0.001 0.38, 0.50 
Avoidance -0.01 0.02 175 -0.69 0.49 -0.05, 0.03 
Anxiety 0.03 0.02 175 1.35 0.18 -0.01, 0.07 
Attachment behavior with 
fear response covariate       
Intercept 0.38 0.03 174 14.05 <0.001 0.32, 0.44 
Avoidance -0.02 0.02 174 -0.88 0.38 -0.06, 0.02 
Anxiety 0.03 0.02 174 1.37 0.17 -0.01, 0.07 
Fear Response -0.16 0.04 174 3.58 <0.001 -0.24, -0.08 
 
3.3 SUMMARY 
 The results from Study 1 were unexpected: Neither attachment avoidance nor attachment 
anxiety were significantly associated with the expression of attachment behavior. This finding is 
at odds with the attachment literature, which proposes that attachment style--specifically, 
attachment-related avoidance--is related to the use of behavioral strategies in threatening 
circumstances. There are at least two conclusions to draw from these findings. First, it could be 
the case that attachment theory is incorrect: Individual differences in attachment do not translate 
in expected ways to behavior in real-life situations. Although this possibility should not be 
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dismissed altogether, it is important to note that other studies have found associations between 
attachment styles and behavior in a variety of circumstances (e.g., Collins, 1996; Fraley & 
Shaver, 1998; Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan, 1992). A second possibility is that, if such 
associations exist, the current study was not capable of revealing them clearly. There were a 
number of limitations of the present research that may have undermined our ability to detect 
associations between attachment styles and attachment behavior. For example, participants 
selected themselves into the study, such that only those who went out of their way to attend the 
haunted house experience had the opportunity to participate in the study. In her recent book, 
Scream: Chilling Adventures in the Science of Fear, Margee Kerr (2015) argues that one of the 
reasons people seek out haunted house experiences is that they enjoy those experiences and the 
accompanying thrill. As such, it may be that many of our participants were likely to seek out the 
thrilling aspect of frightening situations, and therefore, may have not fully experienced the 
haunted house as the scary event we had originally intended. To the extent to which this is true 
for the Bone Saw Mill, the experience might not be truly (or exclusively) a threatening one, but, 
instead, an enjoyable one.1  
Furthermore, video clips of participants’ behaviors were rather brief in length, 
approximately 15 seconds long. The brevity of the video clips may have led to potential coding 
inaccuracies, particularly if participants moved through the room rapidly or entered the room as 
the clip was ending. We evaluated this possibility by computing Cronbach’s alpha for the three 
video angles and found that it was fairly low (.43), which indicated that our measure of 
                                                
1 The study questionnaire included an additional measure of the Positive and Negative Affect 
Scale (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) with a Likert-type response scale from 1 (very 
slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely). Participants reported an average score of 2.93 (out of 5 
[extremely]; SD = 1.51) with regards to feeling scared, but also reported an average score of 3.51 
(SD = 1.35) in terms of overall positive affect. The alpha coefficients for positive and negative 
affect were .69 and .84, respectively. 
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attachment behavior was somewhat unreliable. In light of these limitations, it was clear that 
future studies examining the association between attachment styles and attachment behavior 
would require a more reliable sample of attachment behavior. One way in which this issue can be 
addressed is to obtain longer video recordings of participant behavior, such that there is a greater 
potential for capturing and assessing participants’ behavioral dynamics. Therefore, Study 2 seeks 
to examine regulatory behavioral strategies in a laboratory setting, which allows for a more 
controlled recording of participant behavior and an increased ability to reliably code for 
attachment-related behavior. 
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CHAPTER 4: STUDY 2 
The key objective of Study 2 was to elucidate some of the theoretical ambiguities in the 
literature with regards to the manifestation of avoidance in threatening situations. Moreover, 
because we sought to generate a frightening moment for Study 2 within a laboratory setting, this 
methodology allowed for us to obtain longer video clips of participant behavior compared to the 
previous study. Thus, although the two studies were run concurrently, Study 2 may help to 
address some of the limitations from Study 1.  
According to attachment theory, environmental “natural clues of danger” are generally 
expected to activate the attachment behavioral system in threatening conditions. Yet, it is unclear 
if attachment behaviors manifest exclusively in threatening situations, or if these behaviors are 
expressed even in relatively benign situations. Researchers have suggested several ways in which 
avoidant behavior may manifest across threatening and non-threatening situations. The first 
approach emerges from the diathesis-stress model (Fraley & Shaver, 1998; Simpson & Rholes, 
1994, 2012), which assumes that working models of attachment are brought to bear most 
forcefully on behavior when the attachment system is activated. When the attachment system is 
not activated, other behavioral systems take precedence and potentially diminish the role of 
defensive strategies. Moreover, as articulated by Simpson and Rholes (2012), although 
avoidantly attached people may react to threats at a below-conscious level of awareness, their 
attachment system may not necessarily register such threats consciously. This may lead to little 
motivation to seek out a partner for support. Thus, according to this perspective, highly avoidant 
people should behave in similar ways in both threatening and non-threatening conditions, 
whereas less avoidant people are more likely to engage in attachment behavior in threatening 
conditions than in non-threatening conditions. A second perspective is drawn from a deactivation 
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perspective, which suggests that avoidant people engage in deactivation strategies when their 
attachment system is activated. In these circumstances, avoidant people are thought to deactivate 
or suppress attachment-related behavior to such an extent that they ultimately exhibit less 
attachment behavior than they would in benign situations. Lastly, a third approach is based on 
the theoretical assumption that avoidant people generally engage in less attachment behavior 
than secure people across both threatening and non-threatening situations. This perspective 
suggests that attachment styles potentially guide behavior regardless of whether the attachment 
system is activated or not.  
Based on these perspectives, it is possible to derive three alternative hypotheses with 
regards to how avoidance manifests in threatening situations (see Figures 2, 3, and 4 for 
illustrations). The first hypothesis based on the diathesis-stress model proposes an interaction, 
such that there is an inverse relationship between avoidance and attachment behavior in 
threatening situations, but no such association in non-threatening situations. The second 
hypothesis from the deactivation perspective involves another interaction effect but with an 
emphasis on the deactivation strategies of avoidant attached people. The cross-over point of 
interaction effect is shifted towards the mean of avoidance, such that securely attached people 
tend to show more attachment behavior towards their partner in threatening situations compared 
to non-threatening situations. Avoidant people, however, are expected to exhibit less attachment 
behavior in threatening situations compared to non-threatening situations. Furthermore, the third 
hypothesis posits a main effect with an inverse relationship between avoidance and attachment 
behavior, such that more avoidant people exhibit less attachment behavior in both threatening 
and non-threatening situations.  
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Figure 2 
Visual Representation of First Hypothesis Based on the Diathesis-Stress Model   
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Figure 3 
Visual Representation of the Second Hypothesis Based on the Deactivation Model 
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Figure 4 
Visual Representation of the Third Hypothesis Based on the Theoretical Assumption That 
Attachment Styles Guide Behavior Across Both Threatening and Non-threatening Conditions 
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4.1 METHOD 
Participants. Couples were recruited through the departmental subject pool at a large 
Midwestern university, as well as through posted notices on campus and in the local community. 
To be eligible, people had to be at least 18 years of age and had been in a committed relationship 
for at least 6 months. The final sample consisted of 412 individuals (206 couples) who met the 
criteria for the study. The average age of participants was about 22 years old (SD = 4.82) and 
participants had been in their relationship for an average of approximately 26 months (SD = 
36.92). The ethnicity of participants are as follows: White/Caucasian (59%), Asian (22%), 
Hispanic/Latino (14%), Black/African-American (4%), and Other (1%). This study was pre-
registered on the Open Science Framework (OSF) prior to data collection (osf.io/u7x83). 
Procedure. Upon their arrival to the laboratory, partners were asked to complete a 
questionnaire separately. Both partners were then presented with two 8-minute film clips in our 
“living room” – a laboratory space furnished with a couch, an armchair, a bookcase, and a 
television set. All partners watched two film clips with the order counterbalance. One clip was a 
selection of scary, suspenseful scenes from the horror movie Paranormal Activity 3. The non-
scary condition contained a selection of neutral, non-horror scenes from the same film. After the 
main study procedure was complete, partners were shown a third humorous movie clip from the 
comedy movie The Proposal to promote a positive mood before ending the study session. 
Couples viewed the clips in a darkened laboratory “living room” and were unobtrusively video 
recorded using two infrared night vision cameras. 
Measures. The questionnaire included basic demographic information (e.g., sex, age, 
relationship length), a partner-specific self-report measure of attachment from the ECR-RS 
(Fraley et al., 2011), and the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988). Alpha coefficients for the avoidance 
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and anxiety scores were .73 and .83, respectively. Both alpha coefficients for positive and 
negative affect were .90. Additional measures were included in the questionnaire but are not 
relevant to the current study. 
Behavioral Coding. Two trained coders independently watched the couples’ video 
recorded study session without sound and provided ratings of attachment behaviors for each 
movie clip using the standardized coding system from Study 1. Behavioral coding categories 
included: the initiation of physical contact and emotional proximity seeking, contact 
maintenance, fear response, physical withdrawal, psychological distancing, and contact 
resistance. In addition, there were two global coding categories of proximity seeking (consisting 
of physical contact initiation and emotional proximity seeking) and avoidance (consisting of 
physical withdrawal and psychological distancing). Coders rated the extent to which partners 
exhibited behaviors related to each coding category using a scale from 1 (none) to 7 (excessive). 
The IRR between the two raters was good (.81).  
4.2 RESULTS 
All analyses for Study 2 were conducted in R with the psych and lavaan package (R Core 
Team, 2018; Revelle, 2018; Rosseel, 2012).  
Behavioral Observations. Table 7 catalogues a sample of behaviors that were exhibited 
by participants in Study 2. As in Study 1, participants’ behaviors varied widely from seeking out 
their partner (e.g., leaning or turning towards their partner, clutching their partner’s arm, burying 
their face in their partner’s shoulder) to rejecting their partner (e.g., ignoring their partner’s 
supportive gestures, pushing or hitting their partner, sitting or leaning away from their partner). 
Some participants ignored their partner entirely and sat on the far end of the couch away from 
them, whereas other participants clung onto their partner and refused to disentangle themselves 
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even as their partner attempted to free themselves. Interestingly, there were also some 
participants who delighted in the terror of their partners and attempted to alarm them further with 
sudden loud noises or fast movements. Figure 5 shows pictures that depict a sample of behaviors 
exhibited by one couple in Study 2. 
Table 7 
Sample of Behaviors Exhibited by Participants in Study 2 
Hiding face against partner's shoulder or abdomen 
Shielding or closing eyes, peeking through fingers 
Looking at phone 
 Freezing, movement abruptly stops 
 Trying to scare partner 
 Grabbing partner's arm, squeezing arm 
Feeding partner popcorn, offering popcorn 
Small caresses of a shoulder or leg with a finger 
Light punching and elbowing 
 Caressing hair, soothing partner with a hand massage 
Kissing partner on the head or on the lips 
Sitting separately with no contact at all 
Pulling chair up to the TV and sitting on partner's lap 
Putting legs on top of partner's legs 
 Patting partner's arm, shoulder, or leg 
 Laughing at partner's fear 
 Looking around the room and behind the sofa 
Pointing, gesturing towards the TV 
 Laying down on the sofa together 
 Covering face with a jacket, shirt, etc. 
 Talking throughout the entire movie clip 
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Figure 5 
Snapshots of Sample Behaviors Exhibited by Participants in Study 2 
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Primary Analyses. Similar to Study 1, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted to 
reduce the number of outcome variables for the analyses. A scree plot indicated a one-factor 
solution (eigenvalues = 3.65, 1.85, 1.21, .82, .76, .50, .11, .06, .05). Thus, items with factor 
loadings above .40 were composited into a single dependent variable of attachment behavior. See 
Table 8 for factor loadings with a one-factor solution, and Table 9 for descriptive statistics and a 
correlation matrix of the current study’s variables of interest. Table 10 reports the descriptive 
statistics and correlations between all Study 2 behavioral coding categories. 
Table 8 
Factor Loadings for Coding Categories in Study 2 
 Factor 1 
Physical Proximity Seeking .97 
Contact Maintenance .94 
Global Proximity Seeking .82 
Physical Withdrawal -.38 
Global Avoidance -.36 
Fear Response .31 
Emotional Proximity Seeking  .27 
Psychological Distancing -.18 
Contact Resistance -.14 
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Table 9 
Zero-order Correlations Between Study 2 Variables 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note. Correlations are presented without parentheses for the control condition and with 
parentheses for the scary condition. Gender: 0 = male, 1 = female. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Avoidance -     
2. Anxiety .36* -    
3. Attachment Behavior .02(-.24*) .13*(-.04) -   
4. Age .05 -.10* -.19*(-.22*) -  
5. Gender  -.07* .15* .09(.09) -.08* - 
Mean 1.76 2.41 3.86 21.85 .50 
SD .77 1.51 1.08 4.82 .50 
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Table 10  
Descriptive Statistics Zero-order Correlations Between Study 2 Behavioral Coding Categories  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Global 
Proximity 
Seeking 
-         
2.  Physical 
Proximity 
Seeking 
.79* -        
3.  Emotional 
Proximity 
Seeking 
.65* .20* -       
4.  Global 
Avoidance 
-.33* -.32* -.20* -      
5. Physical 
Withdrawal 
-.27* -.34* -.08* .85* -     
6.  Psychological 
Distancing 
-.26* -.15* -.28* .61* .23* -    
7. Contact 
Maintenance 
.75* .92* .22* -.32* -.36* -.14* -   
8.  Contact 
Resistance 
-.08* -.13* -.005 .42* .54* .13* -.13* -  
9. Fear Response .29* .30* .12* -.03 -.05 .04 .29* .03 - 
Mean 4.21 3.59 4.56 1.20 1.24 1.12 3.76 1.05 2.04 
SD .93 1.26 1.09 .58 .79 .50 1.25 .34 1.46 
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The data were then analyzed using multilevel regression models with Attachment 
Behavior regressed on dummy-coded Condition (0 = control, 1 = scary condition), Avoidance, 
Anxiety, Condition × Avoidance, and Condition × Anxiety. Again, Avoidance and Anxiety were 
both standardized prior to analyses to facilitate interpretation. Both age and gender were included 
as covariates in a separate model. The multilevel equation for the baseline model was: 
Level 1 
Behaviorij = β0j + β1j(Condition)ij + rij 
Level 2 
β0j = γ00+ γ01(Avoidance)j + γ02(Anxiety)j + u1j + u2j 
β1j = γ10 + γ11(Avoidance)j + γ12(Anxiety)j  
In the model, the composite Attachment Behavior score (Behaviorij) was the outcome of 
interest for each person j in each condition i. Because study condition was a repeated measures 
variable, it was included as a predictor at Level 1, and Avoidance and Anxiety, which are 
between-persons variables, were included as predictors at Level 2. Interaction terms were 
included to examine the moderating influence of Condition on the association between the 
attachment dimensions and attachment behavior. People were nested within couples to account 
for dyadic nonindependence. As such, there were random intercepts to model differences 
between people (u1j) and random intercepts to capture differences between couples (u2j).  
Results for the baseline model suggested that there were no main effects for either 
Condition or Avoidance (see Table 11). However, Anxiety significantly predicted Attachment 
Behavior, γ = .15, p = .02, 95%CI[.03, .27]. Moreover, although there was no significant main 
effect of Avoidance, there was an interaction between Condition and Avoidance, γ = -.25, p < 
0.01, 95%CI[-.43,-.07]. Specifically, simple slopes analyses indicated that avoidant people 
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exhibited less attachment-related behavior in the threatening situation, γ = -.25, p < .001 
95%CI[-.39,-.11], but that no such association existed in non-threatening conditions, γ = -.03, p = 
.65, 95%CI[-.15,.09]. This is most consistent with the deactivation hypothesis. See Figure 6 for a 
visualization of the Condition × Avoidance interaction.  
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Table 11 
Parameter Estimates for Attachment Behavior as a Function of Condition, Avoidance, Anxiety, 
Condition × Avoidance, and Condition × Anxiety (Study 2) 
  β S.E. df t p 95% CI 
Baseline model 
      Intercept 3.97  0.08 201.81 48.06 <0.001 3.81, 4.13 
Condition -0.19 0.12 202.02 -1.63 0.11 -0.43, 0.05 
Avoidance -0.03 0.06 350.13 -0.55 0.58 -0.15, 0.09 
Anxiety 0.15 0.06 350.88 2.40 0.02 0.03, 0.27 
Condition × Avoidance -0.25 0.09 356.22 -2.77 <0.01 -0.43, -0.07 
Condition × Anxiety -0.16 0.09 325.81 -1.83 0.07 -0.34, 0.02 
Note. 814 observations, 407 partners, 204 couples. Condition: 0 = control, 1 = scary. 
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Figure 6 
Interaction Between Avoidance and Attachment Behavior  
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 Secondary Analyses. Further analyses include age and gender covariates in the 
multilevel regression model. The results remained relatively consistent with the baseline model. 
Moreover, similar to Study 1, we conducted further analyses with fear behavior as the outcome. 
The results from this model predicting fear response also indicated a significant interaction term 
for Condition × Avoidance. See Table 12 for all secondary analyses results. 
Table 12 
Parameter Estimates for Secondary Regression Analyses (Study 2) 
  β S.E. df t p 95% CI 
Model with covariates       
Intercept 4.69 0.26 263.84 17.83 <0.001 4.18, 5.20 
Condition -0.20 0.11 200.55 -1.78 0.08 -0.42, 0.02 
Avoidance -0.03 0.06 353.61 -0.46 0.65 -0.15, 0.09 
Anxiety 0.13 0.06 335.83 2.08 0.04 0.01, 0.25 
Age -0.04 0.01 266.11 -3.15 <0.01 -0.06, -0.02 
Gender 0.10 0.07 216.78 1.48 0.14 -0.04, 0.24 
Condition × Avoidance -0.22 0.09 362.19 -2.50 0.01 -0.40, -0.04 
Condition × Anxiety -0.16 0.09 329.90 -1.91 0.06 -0.34, 0.02 
Fear Response as Outcome 
Variable       
Intercept 2.10 0.76 199.44 27.60 <0.001 0.61, 3.59 
Condition -0.08 0.11 199.72 -0.76 0.45 -0.30, 0.14 
Avoidance 0.14 0.08 520.94 1.87 0.06 -0.02, 0.30 
Anxiety 0.10 0.08 572.71 1.18 0.24 -0.06, 0.26 
Condition × Avoidance -0.35 0.11 510.66 -3.10 <0.01 -0.57, -0.13 
Condition × Anxiety -0.09 0.11 588.13 -0.77 0.44 -0.31, 0.13 
Note. 814 observations, 407 partners, 204 couples. Condition: 0 = control, 1 = scary; Gender: 0 = 
male, 1 = female. 
 
 
 
 
 
37 
 
4.3 SUMMARY 
 The primary objective of Study 2 was to adjudicate among three alternative hypotheses 
with respect to how avoidance is associated with the expression of attachment behavior across 
different contexts. The results from the analyses revealed that avoidance is negatively associated 
with attachment behavior in threatening situations, but that there is no such association between 
avoidance and attachment behavior in non-threatening conditions. This suggests that, similar to 
secure people, avoidant people tend to engage in attachment behavior when there is no threat 
present. However, when faced with a threat, avoidant people are not only less likely than secure 
people to seek out their partners, but they also engage in even less attachment behaviors than 
they do in benign conditions. Thus, the data best fit the deactivation hypothesis, which highlights 
the deactivating behavioral strategies commonly employed by avoidant people. 
 Furthermore, there was a significant main effect of anxiety, such that anxious people tend 
to take part in more attachment behavior than secure people regardless of the experimental 
condition. This result suggests that even in relatively innocuous situations, anxious people may 
be actively monitoring their environment for dangers. We deliberate further upon the 
implications of this finding in the General Discussion.  
 Additionally, the current study helped to address some of the limitations of Study 1 by 
enabling us to take longer video recordings of participant behavior in a laboratory setting. This 
increase in the length of the video footage yielded a greater number of behavioral instances that 
could be coded. By enhancing coders’ ability to rate attachment behavior in a more reliable 
manner, Study 2 improved upon our ability to better detect the associations between attachment 
styles and attachment behavior.  
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CHAPTER 5: GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 The present studies examined the differential behavioral strategies of affect regulation in 
which participants experienced a spooky haunted house attraction with live actors (Study 1) and 
viewed hair-raising scenes from the third installment of the Paranormal Activity film series 
(Study 2). Specifically, the current research addresses the way in which adult attachment styles 
predict behavioral strategies of affect regulation when participants are in non-threatening 
situations, compared to when they are being chased by a chainsaw-wielding clown or startled by 
a glimpse of a sinister dark figure in a movie. Findings from Study 1 were inconsistent with 
predictions derived from attachment theory. Specifically, Study 1 revealed that adult attachment 
styles were unrelated to the expression of attachment-related behavior. Moreover, Study 2 
addressed theoretical ambiguities in the attachment literature concerning the behavioral 
dynamics of attachment-related avoidance in threatening and non-threatening situations. Results 
from Study 2 are consistent with the hypothesis that avoidant people enact deactivating 
behavioral strategies when faced with a threat. Specifically, the current research suggests that 
avoidant people engage in attachment behaviors to the same extent as non-avoidant people when 
there are no perceived threats. Moreover, when a threat presented itself, avoidant people were 
not only less inclined to engage in attachment behavior compared to secure people, they also 
showed less attachment behavior than they did in the non-threatening condition. That is, rather 
than behaving similarly in both conditions, avoidant people appear to have engaged in 
deactivating strategies that may have suppressed the initiation of attachment behavior towards 
their partner when threatened. As a whole, these studies contribute to the understanding of 
attachment-related processes with respect to how and when attachment styles are manifested in 
threatening contexts. 
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 Implications for Attachment Theory 
The present studies have several implications for attachment theory and research. 
Attachment researchers have generally adopted at least three distinct approaches with regards to 
how attachment behavior is organized in threatening and non-threatening conditions. The 
findings from the present studies help to resolve theoretical ambiguities and bring clarity to how 
people might differ in their behavior across these contexts. In particular, the study results 
indicated that people who are higher on the avoidance dimension do indeed diverge in their 
expression of attachment behavior when threatened compared to when they are not threatened. 
Specifically, avoidant people generally engaged in as much attachment behavior as secure people 
in non-threatening situations. However, when a threat became salient, avoidant people not only 
withheld from engaging in additional attachment behavior, they also showed less attachment 
behavior than when no threat was present. This suggests that working models related to 
avoidance may be most relevant in threatening situations than in non-threatening contexts. That 
is, avoidant people may perceive attachment figures as being generally available and responsive 
in “fair weather” non-threatening circumstances. However, should a threat arise, avoidant 
people’s working models of attachment are likely to cue expectations of unavailability or 
rejection from others in times of need. Thus, those who score high in avoidance may be 
exclusively motivated to pursue secondary behavioral strategies in threatening settings, but do 
not apply these strategies broadly across all situations. 
Additionally, the present research lends some insight concerning the role of anxiety in the 
manifestation of attachment behavior. A significant main effect of attachment anxiety indicates 
that highly anxious people are more likely than secure people to display attachment behavior 
irrespective of whether they are in a threatening situation or not. Because attachment anxiety is 
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theoretically linked to the subjective appraisal of a threat, one potential interpretation of this 
finding is that, whereas avoidance is pertinent to the expression of attachment behavior only in 
threatening contexts, attachment anxiety is linked with the constant monitoring and assessment 
of threats regardless of the condition. If we consider the linear combinations of the two 
attachment dimensions with these results in mind, different combinations of the two dimensions 
hint at distinctive cognitive processes that underlie the organization of attachment behavior 
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). For example, those who are high in both avoidance and 
anxiety (“fearful-avoidant”) may generally believe that they are unworthy of love and support, 
and therefore, may preemptively withdraw from others in times of need rather than risk rejection. 
As the study results suggest, fearful-avoidant people may also be highly sensitive to potential 
threats and may skew or exaggerate their assessment of threats, resulting in the activation of the 
attachment system even in the objective absence of a threat. In contrast, those who are high in 
avoidance but low in anxiety (“dismissive-avoidant”) may engage in deactivation strategies not 
because they fear others will abandon them, but because they believe that there is little benefit in 
relying on others and prefer to be self-reliant and independent. Dismissive-avoidant people may 
be less receptive than fearful-avoidant people in terms of threat appraisal, such that they tend to 
dismiss or ignore threat-related cues that may activate the attachment system. Thus, the present 
findings also imply that dismissive-avoidant people may engage in less attachment behavior 
relative to fearful-avoidant people when there is a perceived threat. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
There were several limitations of the present research. For example, we recruited 
participants who were aware that they would be entering a haunted house attraction or viewing a 
scary movie clip. Thus, the study designs are susceptible to selection bias, such that people who 
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find the haunted house experience appealing may be less likely to construe the haunted house as 
a genuinely scary situation. This may limit the assumption that participants were truly frightened. 
Moreover, because the research was correlational in nature, there may be confounding variables 
that were unaccounted for in our studies. Thus, inferences with regards to causation are severely 
constrained.  
Future research directions include further examination of the perceived accessibility of 
attachment figures in threatening and non-threatening contexts. Results from the current studies 
suggest that avoidant people may view attachment figures as being generally accessible in non-
threatening situations, but that this perceived accessibility declines in threatening times. 
However, there still remains the question of how these discrepancies in perceived accessibility 
are integrated at the representational level. It may be that mental representations of attachment 
figures emerge from past attachment experiences during which an attachment figure was 
accessible when no threat was present, but unresponsive or rejecting in threatening situations. 
Another possibility is that there are multiple mental representations, such that negative mental 
representations arise and become more salient only in threatening contexts, but that positive, or 
even idealized, mental representations reign supreme in non-threatening contexts. 
Furthermore, Bowlby (1973) referred to being alone as a natural clue to danger. Yet, for 
avoidant people, the fear of being alone may be more complex. Although people may generally 
seek out attachment figures in times of need, there exists a contradiction for avoidant people in 
which the fear of being alone and the apprehension of being sought out for support are at odds. 
Future studies may wish to assess the extent to which being alone in a compound situation 
intensifies a sense of alarm for avoidant people, and if feelings of distress are heightened or 
alleviated when others who may seek out support are present. In such contexts, bids for support 
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may spur a more intense activation of the attachment system than if the avoidant person were 
alone or with non-support seeking companion. 
 In summary, the current research demonstrates the way in which attachment styles were 
associated with the organization of regulatory behavioral strategies. The results suggest that 
avoidant people cope with threatening situations by means of deactivating strategies. However, 
in non-threatening situations, avoidant people were just as likely as secure people to express 
attachment-related behavior. These findings help to provide valuable insight regarding individual 
differences in the operation and function of the attachment system.  
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